THE CLOSING OF THE FIRST CIRCLE 


Once the position of the fulcrum of the psychical lever- 
for-creation has declared itself to a potential creator 
who is interested in and capable of creating an autonomous-aesthetic 
phenomenon that position it must be understood can be modified the 
fulcrum can be moved closer to either of the psychical poles which 
define the range of aesthetic distances from which that creator can 
at a given time successfully work than it was when it 
first declared itself to the consciousness of that 
potential creator of a work of art. It is entirely pos- 
sible for example that the position of the fulcrum of 
the psychical lever-for-creation that declared itself to 
Sir Edwin Henry Landseer when he first became interested 
in formalizing that potential content for art which when 
formalized became A Distinguished Member of the Humane 
Society (c. 1838, 42 1/2" X 55", Tate Gallery, London) 
was not the exact position of the fulcrum of the psy- 
chical lever-for-creation that was utilized by Landseer 
in formalizing that potential content for art which when 
formalized became A Distinguished Member of the Humane 
Society--which does not mean that an autonomous-aesthet- 
ic phenomenon can be created from two dialectical psy- 
chical perspectives certainly not after all a lever with 
two fulcrums is not a lever. Of how many potential con- 
tents for art/of how many psychical levers-for-creation is it a 
question if for example the position of the fulcrum of the 
psychical lever-for-creation for a work that was created 
by an artist whose third-person perspective with refer- 
ence to a potential content for art was stronger than 
his first-person perspective with reference to that same 
content for example if when that artist first became in- 
terested in formalizing that potential content for art 
his first-person perspective with reference to that con- 
tent for art was stronger than his third-person perspec- 
tive with reference to that same content? Is it a ques- 
tion of two levers-for-creation (one of which was utilized 
in the form-ation of a work of art one of which was not) 
and one potential content for art? Is it a question of 
two levers-for-creation (one of which was utilized in the 
form-ation of a work of art one of which was not) and 
two potential contents for art one of which was trans- 
formed into an autonomous-aesthetic phenomenon (that 
which was regarded by the artist in question more from 

a third-person perspective than from a first-person per- 
spective) one of which was not transformed into an auton- 
omous-aesthetic phenomenon (that which was regarded by 
the artist in question more from a first-person perspec- 
tive than from a third-person perspective)? When is a 
modification a revision and when is it not a revision? 





